EDUCATION 
ELC LAW CENTER 


FAIR SCHOOL FUNDING: 
A RESOURCE EQUITY REPORT 


October 2020 


More Funding Needed to Fix Tennessee School Staff 


Shortages 


Mary McKillip and Danielle Farrie 


Abstract 


Tennessee’s school funding 
formula does not adequately 
support the state’s schools. This 
report analyzes the impact of 
underfunding on staffing levels 
and the resulting inequities 
created between high- and low- 
income school districts. The 
state’s school formula funding, 
even when supplemented by 
local funding above the required 
local share, results in lower 
staffing levels in poorer districts 
in nearly every staffing category. 
Our findings show: (1) Nearly all 
districts raise more local funds 
than required. (2) Wealthier 
districts supplement with local 


funds to reduce the average state 


student-teacher ratio of 23:1 ratio 
to 19-20 students per teacher, 
while the poorest districts 
average a student-teacher ratio 
of 24:1. (3) The English language 
learner to English as a second 


language teacher ratio is twice as 


high in poor districts than in 
wealthier districts. (4) Many 
districts have extremely limited 
access to student support staff 
such as social workers, 
counselors, and psychologists. 


Acknowledgments 


Research was supported by the 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation. 


EDUCATION LAW CENTER 


Introduction 


Tennessee’s school funding formula — the Basic Education 
Program (BEP) — does not provide enough funding to adequately 
resource the state’s schools. This has been amply documented. ' 
This report builds on previous research by analyzing the impact of 
underfunding on staffing levels and the resulting inequities created 
between high- and low-income school districts. 


As Tennessee faces an economic crisis and the ongoing 
interruption of student learning caused by the current pandemic, 
resources such as small class sizes, sufficient support staff, and 
remedial interventions will be crucial to reopen schools safely and 
make up for lost instructional time for returning students. This is 
especially true in low-income districts that were already 
underfunded before the pandemic. Districts need more, not less, 
support from the state formula right now. 


The analysis presented in this report shows that in nearly every 
category the state’s poorest districts have fewer staff serving more 
students than the wealthiest districts do.2 BEP formula funding, 
even when supplemented by local funding above the required 
local share, results in lower staffing levels in poorer districts. Our 
findings show: 


7 Nearly all districts raise more local funds than required. 
Districts with the least fiscal capacity raise, on average, $375 per 
pupil above the level required by the BEP formula, compared to 
over $2,350 in districts with the most fiscal capacity. 

The BEP funds on average one teacher for every 23 
students. Wealthier districts are able to supplement with local 
funds to reduce that ratio to 19-20 students per teacher, while the 
poorest districts average a student-teacher ratio of 24:1. 

. The population of English language learners (ELL) is 
significantly higher in the poorest districts than in the wealthiest 
(10% vs. 3%); yet the ELL student to ESL teacher ratio is twice as 
high in poor districts than in wealthier districts. 


1|Page 


« Of the 140 districts in the state, 111 did not have a single social worker on staff, including 15 of 
the poorest districts. 

« Twelve districts across the state had no social worker, no psychologist and a student to counselor 
ratio above 600. These districts educate over 25,000 students, nearly 40% of whom are poor. 


According to Education Law Center’s Making the Grade 2019 report, Tennessee is one of the least 
fairly funded states in the nation. The state’s cost-adjusted per pupil funding ranks near the 


bottom (43) and is not fairly distributed by poverty. Low-income districts, on average, receive 
about the same level of funding as wealthy districts. Tennessee also makes minimal effort to fund 
its schools, allocating the third lowest percentage of state GDP to PK-12 education. 


BEP Formula Does Not Reflect Cost of Educating At-Risk Students 


The BEP formula provides funding based on the cost of the resources needed to operate schools 
(instructional and non-instructional staff, administration, operations, etc.). For instructional staff, districts 
get funding based on average salaries and the number of positions generated using a prescribed student 
to teacher ratio at the district level. The ratios vary based on position, by grade level, regular or special 
education, and subject area. For example, using a student to teacher ratio of 20:1, a district with 100 K-3 
students would generate funding for 5 teachers. Districts are not tied to the ratios used in the BEP 
formula; the actual number of staff employed by the district may be above or below the number of 
positions generated by the formula. 


See the BEP Primer for a detailed overview of the funding formula. 


Districts require more funding to educate lower income students. It is well documented that students in 
poverty tend to enter school less prepared than their wealthier peers and may lack other family and 
community resources that would further support their learning growth. In theory, the Tennessee BEP 
formula recognizes this need by including funding for each “at-risk” student, or student in poverty. This 
additional funding was $886 per pupil in 2018-19. Once adjusted for variations in the cost of living, 
however, BEP funding is not higher in districts with 


more students in poverty. Figure 1: State & Local Per Pupil BEP 


Funding, by District Poverty Level 
As can be seen in Figure 1, although the very 


F ree pe pi Somewhat | Somewhat ae State v Local 
wealthiest districts are funded at the lowest level, heel nldiceadl [et Te Bobr Poorest — Local 
averaging $6,346 per pupil, there is very little M State 


variation between the remaining three wealth 
categories. The poorest districts do not get a notable 
funding advantage over the wealthier districts. Even $6,346 
the modest additional funding for poverty in the BEP 
is essentially offset by the higher cost of living in 
urban districts like Davidson and Shelby, where 
Nashville and Memphis are located. 


$7,403 


EDUCATION LAW CENTER 2|Page 


Figure 2 shows the actual amount of state and local Figure 2: State & Local Per Pupil Actual 


funding districts receive. Differences between BEP Funding, by District Poverty Level 
funding levels and actual funding levels are largely 

. Bs gis ar F ses Somewhat | Somewhat State v Local 
driven by districts providing local funding above the Weates |e Woslthy ce Poorest | mi gcal 
BEP required amount (the state provides a small @ State 


$9,751 


Figure 3: State & Local Per Pupil Actual 


amount of additional funding outside the BEP 
formula). On average, the wealthiest districts receive 
$7,833 per pupil (after adjusting for cost of living, 
which tends to be higher in these districts), while the 
moderate wealth and somewhat poor districts 
average about $8,650 per pupil. The poorest districts 
receive an average of $9,751 per pupil. The averages 
displayed in Figure 2 mask significant variation in 
actual funding levels within the poverty groups (see 
Figure 3). For example, though Dayton City and 
Davidson County have similar poverty rates, there is a 


$8,653 $8,658 


$4,000 gap in funding between them.? Funding: Lowest Poverty Districts 
eee +. 
Nearly all districts raise local funds above the BEP Ptiepsinais —— cr sit 
requirement. The ability of districts, both wealthy and Union County i $7,572 
poor, to increase funding is directly tied to their fiscal Scott County i $7,727 
capacity to raise additional local funds. Districts with peas eli ——_—— — a 
the lowest fiscal capacity (as measured by the Carter County I s 3,773 
formula to determine state share) raise, on average, Jackson County iii ss,o10 


less than $375 per pupil above the level required by Hollow Rock-Bru.. ii $0,062 


the BEP formula, compared to over $2,350 in districts peme rom i id 
Shelby County i $172 


with the highest fiscal capacity. byersburg City I 9,361 
. , Hancock County i $o,.407 

The funding levels among Tennessee's school Trenton SS) ET $9,616 
districts make clear that the BEP formula is neither Humboldt City i $0,702 
adequate nor equitable. The BEP does not, in theory Paris SSD is $°,927 

ication. i Henry County i $10,398 
or application, include a predictable relationship . sledsce County TT 520,615 
between student poverty and funding, an essential Lake County EN $10,692 
feature of an equitable school funding formula. Davidson County iS $11,058 


Persistent Staffing Shortages in the Poorest Districts 


The BEP formula, even supplemented by local funding, Figure 4: Percent Difference between Actual 
results in lower staffing levels in the poorest districts than in and Funded Licensed Staff 

their wealthier counterparts.* As Figure 4 shows, the poorest 
districts hired 10% more staff than the BEP provides, while all 
other district types hired 18% more. Districts at all poverty 
levels are hiring many more staff than are covered through 
BEP funding, but the poorest districts tend to remain more 
understaffed than wealthier districts. 


18% 


Teachers 


ee . : . Wealthiest Somewhat Somewhat Poorest 
Every district in the state except one (Lenoir City) hires more Wealthy Poor 


classroom teachers than the BEP funds. These additional 
hires range from just a few teachers to a 50% increase (Lake County). Twenty-nine districts across the 
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state, ranging from wealthy Franklin SSD to high poverty districts such as Rhea and Carter County, hired 
at least 25% more teachers than were funded through the BEP. 


Figure 5: Student - Teacher Ratios by Poverty 
Level 


Figure 5 shows that, on average, all districts except the 
poorest manage to keep their student to teacher ratios 


lower than the BEP funded ratio with these additional 
BEP —— Ratio 23:1 


hires. The BEP funds at an average rate of 23 students x01 
per teacher.° Wealthier districts are able to supplement 
with local funds to reduce that ratio to 19-20 students per 
teacher, while the poorest districts average a student- 
teacher ratio that is higher than the funded rate at 24:1. 
Vealthiest Somewhat Somew orest 


A closer look at student-teacher ratios in the poorest 
districts shows that this staffing disadvantage is especially 
problematic in Davidson and Shelby Counties, which educate nearly a third of all poor students in the 
state and have student to teacher ratios of 25:1 and 26:1, respectively. All the other “poorest” districts 
use some combination of local supplemental revenue and the BEP’s at-risk funding to reduce their ratios 
to 22:1 or lower with an average of 19:1. This still puts them at a disadvantage relative to their wealthier 
peers. The BEP at-risk funding is intended to help schools lower class-size ratios to 15:1 in poorer 
districts, but student-teacher ratios suggest this goal is well out of reach. 


Wealthy Poor 


Student-teacher ratios for specialized teachers (art, music, 
P.E. teachers and librarians) are more balanced by district 
poverty and similar to the BEP funded ratio, as seen in 
Figure 6, though there are variations within poverty 
groupings. Some districts hired more staff than they are 
allotted through the BEP while others hired far fewer. 
Some of the poorest districts hired more than the average 
BEP allotted staff of 1 per 178 students. For example, 
Carter County has 166 students per specialized teacher, 
and Shelby County’s ratio is 165:1. Other districts hired 
fewer. For example, Dyersburg’s student to specialized 
teacher ratio is 231:1, and Union County’s ratio is 298:1. 


Figure 6: Student- Specialized Teacher Ratios 
by Poverty Level 


BEP Funded Ratio 178:1 


Wealthiest Somewhat Somew 
Wealthy hosel 


Ratios of students with disabilities to Special Education 
teachers are well below the BEP funded ratio of 29:1 in all 
district poverty groupings, showing that districts are 
allocating a great deal of additional funding to hire Special 
Education staff to support their students. The wealthiest 
and poorest districts have the lowest average ratios at 17 
students with disabilities per Special Education teacher, 
though there is variability in these ratios. For example, 
Williamson’s ratio is 10:1, and Shelby’s is 13:1; on the 
other end, Fentress’ ratio is 40:1, and Crockett’s is 39:1. 


Figure 7: Student with Disabilities - Special 
Education Teacher Ratio by Poverty Level 


BEP Funded Ratio 29:1 


Wealthiest mewhat Somewhat Poor 


abate 


Find details on specific districts’ funding and staffing levels in the Appendix and 
Online Interactive Tools. 
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ESL teachers are hired at a rate below the BEP funded Figure 8: ELL Student- ESL Teacher Ratios by 
rate in districts at all poverty levels, but even fewer are Poverty Level 
hired in the poorest districts, as seen in Figure 8. The 

wealthiest districts average a rate of 22 ELLs per ESL 

teacher, while the poorest districts average 40 ELLs per 25:1 
ESL teacher. This lack of ESL teachers in the poorest BER omnia Ratidaed 
districts is more alarming when considering that 10% of 

students in the poorest districts are ELLs, compared to an 


average of only 3% in wealthier districts. Wealthiest | Somewhat Somewhat Poorest 
Wealthy Poor 


The five districts serving 67% of all ELL students in the 
state exemplify these ELL resource inequities. The wealthy district Rutherford serves 2,593 ELL students 
and has an ELL student to ESL teacher ratio of 24:1, while the somewhat wealthy district Knox has 2,727 
ELL students and a ratio of 29:1. In comparison, the poor district Davidson serves 13,884 ELL students 
and has an ELL student to ESL teacher ratio of 47:1; the poor district Shelby serves 8,156 ELL students 
with a ratio of 33:1; and the somewhat poor district Hamilton serves 2,679 ELL students with a ratio of 
31:1. 
Counselors 

Figure 9: Student- Counselor Ratios by Poverty 


The BEP provides funding for one counselor for every bevel 


426 students, which generates 2,146 positions across the 
state. However, districts hired 2,364 counselors, 218 
more than the BEP funded amount. Student to counselor 


ratios are generally in line with BEP funded ratios, though “34 a ie Ratio 250:1 
poorer districts have smaller ratios, on average, as would 

be expected given the greater resource needs among 

these student populations (see Figure 9). Districts fall far 


from the nationally ratio recommended by the American Nealthiest Sor Somewhat Poor Poorest 
School Counselor Association. 


(a Funded Ratio en 2 


However, a closer look shows that these lower student-counselor ratios in the poorest districts are largely 
driven by the relatively low ratios in Shelby (351:1) and Davidson Counties (364:1), while many of the 
other poor districts have unacceptably high counselor caseloads. Seven of the 20 poorest districts have 
student to counselor ratios above 600:1 (Dayton City, Paris SSD, Union County, Lake County, Scott 
County, Fentress County, and Dyersburg City). Such ratios likely curtail efforts to meet students’ social 
and emotional needs and college and career guidance that is especially crucial for low-income students. 
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Social Workers 
Figure 10: Student- Social Worker Ratios by 


The BEP funds one social worker for every 2,000 students, 
Poverty Level 


a ratio that is eight times higher than the nationally 
recommended level (250:1) (as recommended by the 10,334:1 
School Social Work Association of America). And yet, most 
districts across the state are not able to staff their schools at 
even this inadequate level. The ratios range from an 
astounding one social worker for every 10,000 students in 
the wealthiest districts to approximately one per 2,000 
students in the poorest districts (see Figure 10). The 
formula generates 469 social work positions, yet there were Wasitniest Som 
only 211 social workers employed across the state. In fact, \ 
111 of the 140 districts did not have a single social worker 
on staff. 


8,194:1 


7,622:1 


BEP Funded Ratio 1,976:1 


The poorest districts in the state are likely to be the most in need of the support social workers provide, 
and yet most students in these schools have no or limited access to such resources. Shelby and 
Davidson, the two largest urban districts, are outliers in that they hired more social workers than the BEP 
provides. Even so, their student-social worker ratios are about six times the nationally recommended 
level. Of the remaining 18 poorest districts, 15 have no social worker. The other three districts have one 
social worker each, resulting in absurdly large caseloads. The situation is no better in the 53 “somewhat 
poor” districts: 44 have no social worker on staff, and the other nine employ only one social worker, in 
some cases part-time, for the whole district. Ratios range from one full-time social worker for about 700 
students in Milan SSD to one part-time (20%) social worker for over 4,000 students in Coffee County. 


Psychologists 
Figure 11: Student-Psychologist Ratios by 
Poverty Level 


The BEP funds one psychologist for every 2,500 
students, a level that is again drastically out of line with 
recommendations of the National Association of School 
Psychologists (700:1). Actual hires are quite close to the 
402 positions funded by the BEP with 379 psychologists 
employed by districts across the state, though they are 
not evenly distributed (see Figure 11). The wealthiest 
districts hired 40% more psychologists than they are NASP Recommended Ratio 700:1 
funded for and have the lowest staff to student ratio. 
Overall, the moderately wealthy districts hired about as 
many psychologists as are funded by the BEP, but some 
individual districts hired more (Knox County, 
Murfreesboro City) while 21 of the 49 districts do not have any psychologists on staff. 


BEP Funded Ratio 2,442:1 


Wealthiest Somewhat Somewhat 


Wealthy Poor 


About half of the somewhat poor and poorest districts in the state also did not have a psychologist on 
staff. This includes some large districts, such as Hamblen County, Lawrence County, Sullivan County 
and Carter County, all of which have student enrollments of 5,000 or more. Shelby County hired fewer 
psychologists than the BEP funds, resulting in a student to psychologist ratio of over 3,600 to 1. 
Davidson County hired nearly twice as many psychologists as they are funded for, but that still left the 
district with over 1,400 students per psychologist, double the recommended level. 
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Students Denied Adequate Support 


A handful of poor districts stand out as having gravely under-resourced schools that leave students 
without meaningful access to the support services that are critical to their success. Twelve districts 
across the state had no social worker, no psychologist and a student to counselor ratio above 600 (see 


Table 1). 


These districts educate over 25,000 students, nearly 40% of whom are poor. Most concerning are the 
nine districts in the somewhat poor or poorest categories where these social and emotional supports are 
especially necessary, given the impact of the pandemic, to ensure that students and staff have the 
resources they need to succeed. In all cases, these districts had student to teacher ratios that were 
below BEP funded levels, suggesting that they are prioritizing smaller class sizes over support services, 
a choice that no district, especially one serving a high need population, should be forced to make. 


Table 1. Districts without Adequate Social Supports: No Social Worker, No Psychologist, and High Student to 
Counselor Ratios 


At Students : 
Enroll- Risk Students : | Students : | Social Students : 

Poverty District ment % ELL % | Teacher Counselor | Worker Psychologist 
Wealthiest | Lakeland 1,736 8% 5% 22.7 868 n/a n/a 
Somewhat | Dyer 3,790 | 32% 0% 20.2 758 n/a nla 
Wealthy | Polk 2,163 | 35% | 0% 18.1 721 n/a n/a 
Somewhat | Decatur 1,511 42% 1% 19.0 755 n/a n/a 
POOr Morgan 2,774 | 43% 0% 17.6 693 nla n/a 

Rogersville 646 | 36% 1% 19.0 646 n/a n/a 

Van Buren 722 39% 0% 17.2 722 n/a n/a 

White 3,732 | 38% 1% 20.2 622 n/a n/a 
Poorest Dayton 823 | 46% 8% 20.8 823 nla n/a 

Dyersburg 2,492 | 49% 1% 18.3 623 nla n/a 

Lake 708 | 60% 0% 13.8 708 n/a n/a 

Union County 4,325 | 46% 0% 21.5 721 n/a n/a 
Grand Total 25,422 39% 1% 19.4 706 nla nia 

Recommendations 


Overall, our analyses match-up with findings from past reports demonstrating that Tennessee’s BEP 
formula funding is wholly inadequate to properly fund school districts across the state. In addition, this 
report presents further evidence that Tennessee’s BEP formula funding is deeply inequitable, with 


“The [Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations] recommends 
a comprehensive review of the components be made by the BEP Review Committee 
or other designated state and local officials and other state holders to ensure that 
the BEP funding formula supports a commonly accepted basic level of education for 
Tennessee students.” 

TACIR Report, 2020 
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staffing shortages in the poorest districts noticeably worse than in wealthier districts. The at-risk funding 
in the BEP formula is not sufficient, even with additional local funding, to bring staffing ratios in poorer 
districts anywhere near national averages or recommended levels. 


Addressing the persistent and severe staff shortages in all districts, but particularly in higher poverty 
districts, requires a complete overhaul of the state’s school funding formula. An independent study of the 
actual costs of educating Tennessee students, especially at-risk students and those in the poorest 
districts, is urgently needed. That study can then serve as a basis for the Legislature to jettison the BEP 
for an up-to-date, cost-based formula weighted for student need. 


The COVID-19 pandemic shines a harsh light on the staffing shortages that already exist in poor districts. 
Throughout the current school year, additional staff members will be needed to address the 
repercussions of statewide school closures. Not only teacher shortages, but also a shortage of 
counselors, social workers, and nurses will make recovery more difficult. The pandemic underscores the 
need for the state of Tennessee to rethink its school funding formula and set the stage for long-term 
improvement. In the meantime, it is imperative that Tennessee maintain all financial resources currently 
earmarked for districts with large numbers of students in poverty and provide additional support to these 
districts wherever possible. 
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ENDNOTES 


1 For example, the BEP Review Committee, the Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, the Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury and a BEP Task Force have highlighted the state’s 
inadequate school staff funding and the need to overhaul the BEP school funding formula. 

? District poverty is based on the proportion of students in poverty. "Wealthiest" means less than 25% 
students in poverty (18 districts serving 200K students), 25-<35% are “Somewhat Wealthy” (49 districts, 
300K students), 35-<45% are “Somewhat Poor” (53 districts, 250K students), 45% or more students in 
poverty are the “Poorest” districts (20 districts, 230K students). 

3 The size and cost of living in districts play a role in the variation in district funding (larger districts and 
districts in more expensive communities must expend more to support their schools). As noted earlier, 
high poverty districts also require more resources to serve their students. In reviewing expenditure data 
for the largest districts in Tennessee, districts spending above the state average do so across all 
expenditure categories, (instruction, student support, instructional staff support, administration, 
maintenance and operations, and other). 

4 Data used in this report come from publicly available Tennessee data files, primarily the FY19 BEP 
Calculator and the TNDOE 2019 Annual Statistical Report, as well as 2018-19 district demographic and 
assessment proficiency data available from TNDOE Data Downloads. 

5 The teacher ratios in Figure 5 are reflective of regular K-12 classroom teachers and Career and 
Technical Education (CTE) teachers and account for the majority of instructional staff in the schools. 
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Appendix 


District Poverty 
Poorest 


Somewhat Poor 


Tennessee District Funding and Staffing Detail, 2018-19 


District Characteristics Staffing Ratios 


| so 

Actual State & Local | Local Funding above ELL Student : Disabilities: Student : Student : Student : 
District Enrollment} At-risk ELL Funding per Pupil | BEP required share | Student : Teacher ESL Teacher Spec. Ed Teacher Counselor Social Worker Psychologist 
Bledsoe County | 1611 | 46% | 1% | stoers | sven, | tee to 
[Carter County | 4.942 | 45% | 1% | sa77a | sos7@ | tt Te 
[Cocke County | a.sit | sem | 1% | soos | sas. mt 
Daytoncity | 823 | aem | a% | seco | sts tees 
[Dyersburg City | 2,402 | 40% | 1% | sasen | stom | ttt os 
[Fentress County | 2,080 | 47% | 0% | 

[Hancock County | 950_| 55% | 0% | saaon | sara te 
Henry County | 2,926 | 45% | 1% | sion | stant tt wT 
Holow Rock-Bruceton) 630 | 47% | 0% | $a.0ez | erat 
Humboiat City | 1.043 | e5% | 2% | sa7o2 | stzoe ts 
jackson County | 1,409 | 50% | o% | sasro | sosm@ Pt ottog 
Bake County = [708 4 60% 0 — [S062 —— gga [gf 8 08 
ParisssD_ | 1574 | 46% | 1% | socz7 | stoso Pte tse 
Rhea County | 46s | ae% | 3% | s7soa Taste oes 
[trentonSsD | 1.287 | 48% | 2% | sere | Stz7a | Tt ts? | 
[Union County | 4.325 | ae% | om | szs7t | stzz@_ eet 
ie ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eee eee 
Anderson County | 6,198 | 36% | 0% | sa27m0 | staas | tt Tt 8099 
Athens City | 1.582_ | se% | 3% | gases | signet we Tt | 
Benton County. ll 2a2s| eee 0% Sf as i sige a 2 ae 
[Bradley County | 9,978 | 37% | 1% | sez | saz tt 996 
[Claiborne County | 3.971 | 42% | 0% | s9222 | stooge tet tT 
[ClayCounty | 1065 | 36% | 0% | savon, | soos, tH 
[Cumberiand County | 7,026 | 37% | 2% | saova | stag. Pt tes 
Decatur County | 1511 | 42% | 1% | gat75 | sav Pt tC 
[Dekalb County | 2.824 | se% | 6% | svast | stent et eT 
Etowah City | 863 | 38% | 1% | Saaz | sta Pw 
Fayette County | 3.251 | 42% | 2% | secon | stg | 
Fayetteville City | 1.328 | 44% | 1% | soos, | sess, 
[Giles County | 3.595 | 43% | tm | saves | sees tt tT 
[Grainger County | 3,301 | 37% | 2% | saves | soap | tt Pe 
Hamblen County | 10,203 | 43% | 10% | sa7za | sets | to 
Hardeman County | 3,329 | 43% | 0% | saeos | sata tT tr | tweets 
Hawkins County | 6,372 | 41% | 0% | saeor | sag, Pt | 872 
[Haywood County [2,701 | 44% | 2% | soaze | sao | 1 | 30 | 2 | 0] ~~*+<Y| a7 _—i 


Source: TNDOE FY19 BEP Calculator; 2019 Annual Statistical Report, ; 
2018-19 district demographics from TNDOE Data Downloads. Education Law Center October 2020 


Appendix Tennessee District Funding and Staffing Detail, 2018-19 


District Characteristics Staffing Ratios 


pe] na | at | oot 

Actual State & Local | Local Funding above ELL Student : Disabilities: Student : Student : Student : 

District Poverty District Enrollment] At-risk ELL Funding per Pupil | BEP required share | Student : Teacher ESL Teacher Spec. Ed Teacher Counselor Social Worker Psychologist 
[Henderson County | 3.814 | 37% | 0% | sesoo | Saag ttt te 
[Huntingdon ssD_ | 1.278 | 38% | 0% | sara | soos, | tw | | 
Ea 
ES ee Ta ae a a CD Sa | eel 
ea a 


$8. 205 
$8,658 
Somewhat Wealthy 


Source: TNDOE FY19 BEP Calculator; 2019 Annual Statistical Report, , 
2018-19 district demographics from TNDOE Data Downloads. Education Law Center October 2020 
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District Poverty 


Wealthiest 


Tennessee District Funding and Staffing Detail, 2018-19 


District Characteristics Staffing Ratios 


tt | oon 

Actual State & Local | Local Funding above ELL Student : Disabilities: Student : Student : Student : 
District Enrollment} At-risk ELL Funding per Pupil | BEP required share | Student : Teacher ESL Teacher Spec. Ed Teacher Counselor Social Worker Psychologist 
[Hickman County | 3,273 | 34% | 1% | $aazn | sass Pt tet mw 
[Houston County | 1,209 | 32% | om | sasza | stg ss 99 
Humphreys County’ | 2,850 | 30% | 1% | sreva | Son Pt 
Yohnson city | 7.807 | 33% | 5% | stores | sagen tt Tt | ees 
Lebanon City | 3.727 _| 33% | 5% | soa | sgaz tt | 
Lenoir City | 2,220 | 31% | 11% | saova | stgzo PT et 
Lewis County | 1.622 | 31% | 1% 

[Lincoln County | 3,705 | 27% | 1% =| sasie | sos | te 8 
[Marion County | 3.927 | 34% | 1% | sason | sas at ee 8 
[Marshall County | 5,332 | 27% | 3% | sasoa | svg. | | 882 
Maury County | 12.478 | 27% | 3% | sasco | sam ew TT 
McKenzieSsD | 1.228 | 35% | 1% | sases | soem] | to 
McMinn County | 5,305 | 32% | 1% | seem |e Pt ow 8ST 
[Monroe County | 5,160_| 35% | 1% | seao7, | set tr 
[Moore County | 850_| 33% | 0% =| stoosn | stesso 
NewportCity | 673 | 35% | 1% | sees | sta Pt 
Oneida SSD | 1212 | 31% | 0% | saoor | ssn te 
picket County. 66 20% Oy Sara $80 0 
Pok County | 2.63 | 35% | om | saves | sagt wt 
Roane County | 6.311 | 34% | 0% =| ggtt | soon, | Te tr 
[Robertson County | 10,959 | 34% | 6% | _sasea_ | sags, tee | 
[Sevier County | 14,179 | 20% | 6% | sittza | senate tm 
[South CarrolSSD_ | 331_| 27% | 0% | soaez | stra Pt 
[Trousdale County | 1,254 | 34% | 2% | sats | son TT 
[Tullahoma City | 3.409 | 31% | 1% | sto40 | gatas | tte 
Wayne County | _2,069 | 28% | o% | saz00 | gmt tos 
esc ec en  <)  ( ( 
FrankinssD | 3.451 | 15% | 0% | siazan | sess tT wt tes 
[Germantown | 6,024 | 2% | 2% | sr77e_ | sez Pt tes 008 
[sivsonssD_ | 3.885_| 20% | 0% | sases | stot | se | 
Lakeland | 736 | em | 5% | szsse_ | szze tes | 
[toudon County | 4658 | 19% | 3% | savas | stazn | tet se 


Source: TNDOE FY19 BEP Calculator; 2019 Annual Statistical Report, , 
2018-19 district demographics from TNDOE Data Downloads. Education Law Center October 2020 


Appendix Tennessee District Funding and Staffing Detail, 2018-19 


District Characteristics Staffing Ratios 


Students with 
Actual State & Local | Local Funding above ELL Student : Disabilities: Student : Student : Student : 
District Poverty District Enrollment] At-risk ELL Funding per Pupil | BEP required share | Student : Teacher ESL Teacher Spec. Ed Teacher Counselor Social Worker Psychologist 
Maryville City 5,292 $9,771 ses | 8828 


[Sumner County | 29,190 | 20% | 2% | szest_ | soos, Pt 
Washington County | 2,243 | 24% | 0% | saatt_ | sey | Tt 
vison County | tao | tov. | 2%] 

[Grand Total 955.5 | 35% | 5% | savas | stat Pt | tt | tar 


Source: TNDOE FY19 BEP Calculator; 2019 Annual Statistical Report, ; 
2018-19 district demographics from TNDOE Data Downloads. Education Law Center October 2020 


